Refereed journals play a vital role in the development and dissemination of new knowledge within major academic and professional fields. The decision process by which it is determined what articles merit publication and will ultimately influence practice rests with the editorial boards of the journals. Given this important gatekeeping responsibility for new knowledge, editorial board appointments should be based on the research and scholarly contributions that individuals have made to a given discipline.
Research within the profession of social work suggests that many social work editorial board members lack distinction and achievement in the area of scholarship. Lindsey (1976 Lindsey ( , 1977 Lindsey ( , 1978a Lindsey ( , 1978b Lindsey ( , 1992 and Lindsey and Kirk (1992) reported that many social work editorial board members have less than distinctive careers in the areas of research and publication. Epstein (1990a Epstein ( , 1990b found that not only do social work editorial board members lack a solid grounding in social science, but they also often lack competence to objectively evaluate manuscripts. Many social work editorial board members have not achieved distinction and achievement in the areas of scholarly publication and appear to receive board appointments based on other unspecified criteria presumably unique to social work.
Most of the research focusing on social work editorial boards was conducted in the 1970s and 1980s (Epstein, 1990a (Epstein, , 1990b Lindsey, 1976 Lindsey, , 1977 Lindsey, , 1978a Lindsey, , 1978b Lindsey, , 1992 Lindsey & Kirk, 1992; Pardeck, 1992) . The present study centers on the distinction and achievement levels of the editorial board and its supporting consulting editors listed in the January 1996 issue of Social Work (Volume 41). This issue lists 8 editorial board members and 47 consulting editors. The distinction and achievement levels of these individuals were defined by the total number of articles they published during the 6-year period 1990 to 1995 and the number of times their publications were cited for the same time period in the Social Sciences Citation Index (SSCI).
The publication counts from 1990 to 1995 were generated from all published articles abstracted in Social Work Abstracts (formerly Social Work Research and Abstracts), Sociological Abstracts, and Psychological Abstracts. The citation counts were based on the number of times the editorial board members and consulting editors were cited during the time period studied. Only sole or first authors are cited in the SSCI. The limitations of not including multiple authorship in the SSCI are discussed by MacRoberts (1988a, 1988b) .
It should be noted that criteria other than publication and citation counts might be used for defining scholarly distinction and achievement. These include service activities, the reputation of contributions to the field of social work regardless of the level of scholarly productivity, offices held, presentations at conferences, or contributions as an author or editor of books. These criteria were not used in the present research for the following reasons. First, it is very difficult to define one's service activities to the field in an objective fashion, although some editors claim that this criterion should be used as a basis for editorial board appointment (Reamer, 1992) . Second, research by Green, Hutchison, and Sar (1992) reports that active scholars in the area of journal publication also appear to be active in the area of conference presentations and frequently have authored or edited books. It should be noted, however, that the peer review process is not always used for conference presentation or book publication, suggesting that other measures may be more accurate guides to scholarly productivity. Thus, the measures used in the present research for defining scholarly productivity appear to have greater objectivity than other measures that might be used, such as service contributions to the field or conference presentations (Pardeck, Chung, & Murphy, 1995) . Table 1 presents the total number of articles published by editorial board members and the consulting editors of Social Work (Volume 41, Number 1, 1996) during the period 1990 to 1995. It can be noted that 50% of the editorial board and 19.1% of the consulting editors did not have a single article listed in the abstracting resources reviewed over the 6-year time period of this study. Twelve and one-half percent of the editorial board and 17% of the consulting editors had only one article from 1990 to 1995. The data clearly suggest that a significant percentage of the editorial board and consulting editors 88 RESEARCH ON SOCIAL WORK PRACTICE of Social Work did not appear to be active scholars in the area of journal publication during the first half of the 1990s. Table 2 presents the total number of citations of editorial board members and consulting editors of Social Work by other scholars in journals for the 1990 to 1995 period. It can be noted that 50% of the editorial board and 23.4% of the consulting editors were cited only zero to three times over this 6-year period. Twelve and one-half percent of the editorial board and 10.6% of the consulting editors had only four to seven citations during 1990 to 1995. What these data suggest is that many of the reviewers of manuscripts for Social Work during the time period of this study had few references to their scholarly work noted in the SSCI. What is not reported in Table 2 is the finding that 25% of the editorial board were never cited in the SSCI from 1990 to 1995. In the consulting editors group, 13% were never cited during the period.
FINDINGS AND IMPLICATIONS
The lack of scholarly activity for many of the editorial board members and consulting editors is puzzling given that the explicit policy of Social Work is to only appoint individuals to these roles if they are "an established scholar who has current experience and who has published articles in peer-reviewed journals in the field" (L. Beebe, personal communication, November 20, 1996) . The document providing information for authors who hope to publish in all journals sponsored by the National Association of Social Workers, including Social Work, indicates that reviewers are selected who are experts "with strong publishing records" (National Association of Social Workers [NASW], n.d.). Because the journal of Social Work is sent to more than 150,000 individuals and libraries, there appears to be cause for concern when the journal does not follow its own policies. More important, when the qualifications of reviewers is suspect, the selection of articles published in journals are open to question. Furthermore, the lack of scholarly productivity by many of the editorial board members and consulting editors during the time period studied suggests they are very typical of those who have graduated from doctoral programs in social work. One study (Green et al., 1992) found that more than half of the 1,700 doctorate graduates they surveyed never published an article after graduation. The journal of Social Work, however, has an obligation through stated policy to appoint only those to the editorial board and as consulting editors with established scholarly records. Green et al. (1992) found a very substantial core of social work scholars who appear to be overlooked by those who have selected the editorial board and consulting editors of Social Work.
An examination of the institutional and organizational affiliations of current editorial board members and consulting editors raises questions about the appointment process. Of those who serve in this capacity, 47 (85%) of the 50 have university affiliations. This is not unusual, but 9 universities have at least two appointees, some of whom have publication records that are modest at best. Many universities and individuals with extremely distinguished publication records do not appear among the roster of editorial board or consulting editor members of Social Work. It is reasonable to assume that an old boy and old girl professional acquaintance influence might be involved in the selection process. The information for authors from the NASW about manuscripts submitted for their publications notes that university promotion and tenure committees give high marks to their peer-review process (NASW, n.d.) . It is highlighted that this peer-review process is conducted by social work experts whose publishing records are strong. Yet, many of these expert reviewers do not have recent records of publication.
Those who determine what new information and knowledge will appear in Social Work, and thus presumably consumed by thousands of subscribers and made available to countless others in libraries, must possess the competence to fulfill this function. Central to this competence is a scholarly record of distinction and achievement, as documented by publication in peer-reviewed journals, and evidence that their work is being used by other scholars, as measured by citations. Since the 1970s, many of those who have served as editorial board members or as consulting editors of Social Work appear to have less than distinguished scholarly records (Epstein, 1990a (Epstein, , 1990b Lindsey, 1976 Lindsey, , 1977 Lindsey, , 1978a Lindsey, , 1978b Lindsey, , 1992 Lindsey & Kirk, 1992; Pardeck, 1992) . A strategy that might be implemented to improve the quality of those selected to review manuscripts for Social Work, and return to its stated policy of requiring that they have publication records, is as follows.
The first step would be to cast the widest possible inclusionary net to identify persons who might have an interest in serving in the capacity of manuscript reviewers. As slots on the editorial board or for consulting editors become available, announcements should be made in the journal and the monthly newspaper sent to NASW members inviting and encouraging applications for appointments. There are many highly qualified individuals with established records of research and publication overlooked in the appointment process, many of whom have records of scholarly productivity that clearly exceed that of the editorial board members and consulting editors included in this research (Pardeck, 1994) . These persons also meet the criteria of significant experience in social work and expertise in one of its fields. As potential members are identified, they would submit resumes along with a statement of their areas of expertise in which they have the competence to review manuscripts. A review committee for Social Work would then exercise its professional judgment, and only applicants with a record of scholarship and publication as documented in the literature would be appointed.
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If this selection process is not implemented, or another one rigorously adhering to the required scholarship policy, then those with final responsibility for managing the journal should remove the criteria of only selecting experts with strong publishing records. Those who proceeded us in social work rightly required that those entering the profession and who seek to achieve licensure must meet several well-reasoned standards. It is reasonable, therefore, to expect that the information disseminated to these professionals has been screened by scholars of distinction and achievement.
